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This master’s paper studies archival digitization imagery methodologies to better 
understand what qualities researchers are looking for in digital records. Participants took 
a survey of two parts: the first part being comparison questions between two different 
digitization methods, one which included more material details, versus one that flattened 
the image. The second part of the survey questioned users’ digital collections usage, 
including free-response questions about the perceived benefits and limitations of using 
digital collections.  
This study found that users of digital archives are interested in seeing the material 
details of records, as long as the text remains legible. Images that showed more material 
details of a record, such as embossments, creases, and tears, were chosen almost twice as 
much as those that did not. Regardless of what representation was preferred, researchers 
required the handwriting to be legible. Digitization methodologies that only prioritize 
textual content is misguided, but with small changes, images showing material details can 
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My master’s paper addresses the following questions: Do researchers prefer 
images that show the material details of a record, or ones that prioritize the record’s text? 
Which digitization strategies best represent the original artifact? Current digitization 
practices obscure material details that could easily be captured under a slightly different 
process, but the workflow is only worth changing if the patrons would find it more 
helpful. To answer these questions, a mixed methods research approach will be used, in 
which participants will view digital and physical records and answer quantitative 
questions about the details they can see, as well as qualitative questions about their 
















Making meaning with materiality 
 
Physical objects have always held emotional value, from religious relics to family 
heirlooms. However, archives interact with the physical object in a different way--to 
determine if it has evidentiary value, and to determine its authenticity. To do this, 
archives look at the provenance, custodial history, and authenticity of the records, much 
of which can be gleaned or supported by the object’s physical components.  Some 
instances of material evidence are: 
• The breakage of a book’s spine may indicate frequent use of those 
passages, and therefore significant to the owner. 
• A combination of pinpricks and insect droppings may indicate a 
navigational chart was tacked to a wall. (Rekrut 2005, p.22). 
• “A letter [from a mother’s hospitalized son] has substantially more wear 
along its folds than the other letters, suggesting it was reread more often 
than his earlier correspondence.” (Rekrut 2014, p. 242) 
• While investigating the Tupper Scrapbooks, Nordström found that the 
handmade binding did not permit the books to lie flat, “suggesting that the 
pages were planned out, constructed, and captioned before being 
assembled” (Nordström 2004, p. 89) 
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• Slits cut at four places into the paper of the scrapbooks, as well as notes 
that are “probably prices,” suggests how “some unmounted photographs 
were sold and transported” (Nordström 2004, p. 89). 
Materiality influences a record’s meaning from the very start of its creation. 
When a creator has a purpose in mind, they look to the materials and techniques available 
to them, and "select those which meet their needs” (Rekrut 2005, p. 15). These result in a 
physical manifestation of the time, culture, and instance that the object was created. Each 
of these materials inform the context, relevance, and authenticity of a record just as much 
as the textual information written upon its surface. “even if the reasons for the changing 
usage have been lost, they can be at least partially reconstructed from the physical 
information” (Rekrut 2005, p. 24). 
When a record is first brought to an archive, it must be appraised to see if it is 
worthy of being preserved. To do this, archivists must identify the important, relevant 
information that makes a record worthy of being preserved and studied. It could perhaps 
even be said that an archivist’s “success... depends on the ability to define the 
‘significant’ or ‘essential’ properties of records” (Yeo 2010, p. 85). Later, when the same 
record is digitized, the digital surrogate image must faithfully transmit those same 
“essential” evidentiary details that the record was deemed to have. Because a resulting 
digital surrogate is deemed to be "accurate" through how faithfully the text is represented, 
the object and material information is therefore deemed unimportant, otherwise more 
effort would be taken to ensure those details are visible. As this text-focused significance 
becomes the norm (as it already has), material details become insignificant. In fact, it 
could even be said that conversion to a digital image creates a whole new record, being 
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that it changes perception of the physical form; if “the elements of a record’s physical 
form are intended to convey meaning,” any small change will “generate a new and 
different record” (Duranti 2002, p. 13).  
However, as Yeo notes, "attempts to determine the significant characteristics of 
records are problematical, not least because judgements about significance will vary from 
one user community to another" (2010, p. 86). As this practice compounds, the material 
details become more and more obsolete, even though "the loss of this metadata obstructs 
some communication and results in the loss of some meaning" (Rekrut 2005, p. 34). Not 
only does the material information become less significant, but it becomes less important 
as an evidentiary signifier. The conversion of a physical record to a digital surrogate 
automatically reduces the evidentiary value of the record, and digitization practices 
should be adjusted to better represent the object rather than the textual information alone. 
The fact that physical books and records are kept in the first place acknowledges that the 
material details of an object is important; if they weren't, one could just digitize 
everything and throw away the originals--or, ultimately, reduce the record to a typed 
transcription of the original text. So, knowing that these materials are significant enough 
to be kept in an archive for research, what can be done to better portray them in digital 
images? 
"In museums, artifacts are recognized as the primary data of human activity, 
reflecting the society which produced them embedded within their material composition" 
(Rekrut 2005, p. 32). Indeed, this is how museum artifacts are analyzed; why isn’t it the 
same for archival records? As much materiality goes into the creation of a book, from the 
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leather of the cover to the thread of the binding, as does the flint of an anthropological 
arrowhead. 
 
A Lack of Digitization Standards 
While there are guidelines for best practices, such as the Federal Agencies Digital 
Guidelines Initiative (FADGI), that describe proper file format, and bit depth, this is not a 
required standard across all institutions. It would be nearly impossible to do so, as each 
institution has a different budget, collection materials, and patron needs. This is 
especially because mass digitization equipment (such as overhead and book scanners) are 
expensive, especially for smaller, community-run institutions. Rather than trying to 
discuss the (futile) implementation of a required formatting across all institutions, this 
section will discuss how these varying methodologies, ones that emphasize the textual 
information of a record, impact researchers’ expectations and perceptions of physical 
materials. Furthermore, it is important to note that there is a distinct difference between 
archival digitization and museum digitization: in contrast to archival digitization that 
prioritizes the written elements of a record, the “examination and documentation of 
physical evidence is highly valued in the museum community and is an ethical 
requirement” (Rekrut 2005, p. 29).  
There are multiple proposed standards and workflows, but each prioritizes 
different "significant" information. While there are some case studies and comprehensive 
descriptions of possible digitization workflows, such as Riley and Whitsel's 2005 
proposed methodology, but there is no wide-spread, accepted standard for digitization 
practices. Multiple organization have come up with suggested guidelines, such as 
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InSPECT in the United Kingdom and FADGI in the United States, but it is impossible to 
implement one standard when patrons and institutions have different needs and resources 
(Yeo, 2013, p.101). 
As discussed in the last section, there are two different viewpoints that create 
tensions when assigning significance and digitizing records: the "diverse interests of 
potential users and the preservationists' desire for definitive solutions" (Yeo, 2000, p. 
101). Because archives cannot digitize an exact, three-dimensional facsimile (yet), they 
must make choices on how to digitize records in a way that assists as many users as 
possible. The institutions knowingly "outweigh the losses within the nature of digitized 
materials" (Green and Lampron 2017, p. 760).  However, these current practices 
emphasize the surface level, textual information, and not the other material aspects of the 
object itself, which are not impossible to capture, even with lower-budget technologies.  
Furthermore, there is a distinct lack of digitization standards across institutions 
that all factor into varying results of quality. Each institution has different qualities that 
they wish to preserve, different workflows, and different equipment. This is especially 
problematic in digital archival databases that are collaborations between multiple 
institutions that are contributing their own images with their own standards, such as the 
Emblematica Online digital image repository, which evolved from a two-partner to a six-
institution joint collection” (Green and Lampron 2017, p. 766). Current digitization 
practice runs under the consensus that "The notion that preservation decisions need to 
serve only one community, or at most a limited number of communities, also underlies 
much of the advice offered in digital library literature," (Yeo, 2010, p. 103) but this is 
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rapidly changing as interdisciplinary research increases, laboratory technologies become 
more developed, and digitized media becomes available to wider audiences. 
The effect of a lack of standards, especially across multiple contributing 
institutions, can create extreme problems for researchers. In 2010, Alan Gevinston 
researched a random sampling of 200 pre-1923 texts in Google Books, and found that 
nearly one third (26.25%) of the digitizations were of poor quality; of that third, 16% had 
missing pages; 10% had duplicated pages; 16% had illegible pages by means of 
lightened, darkened, or blurred exposures; 15% had cut-off or obscured pages; and 10 % 
had duplicated pages (p. 2). All of these errors critically effect the content of the books, 
and would adversely affect Optical Character Recognition, which many researchers use 
for accessibility and searching purposes. All of these errors could have been fixed with 
quality assurance checks, but when working with such a large number of digital images, 
quality assurance can be time and resource intensive. Since the publishing of Mark 
Greene’s article “More Product, Less Process” in 2005, some institutions have opted to 
accept this number of digitization errors in order to make more content available, but are 
ultimately creating poor digital images that hinder users’ research process.  
Acknowledging the “general absence” of large-scale digitization and preservation 
standards, Conway (2011) proposed a methodology for a large-scale study of 5,000 
digitized volumes in the HathiTrust repository. Conway specifically acknowledges the 
subjectivity of the concept of “quality,” and was motivated by the need to “establish a 
user validated quality metrics for digital surrogates [sic]” in which the users would define 
the qualities of digital images to their standards, rather than being in the hands of curators 
and archivists (Conway 2011, p. 294). The basis of their methodology is to discover 
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“viable mechanisms” to measure quality factors, and then “validating these measures in 
the context of broadly applicable use-case scenarios” (Conway 2011, p. 294). 
Another case study was performed by Chapman in 2013, studying the quality of 
images from the Research Triangle libraries, including UNC-Chapel Hill's Digital 
Production Center (DPC), where I have worked for the past year. She found that "an error 
was found for less than half of 1 percent of all scans (0.4%) (Chapman and Leonard 
2013, p. 410). While this sounds like the complete opposite of Gevinston's study, it must 
also be noted that advanced scanners and software the DPC uses, which rotate, crop, and 
adjust exposure per scan, are extremely expensive. I have personally used this scanner, 
and while it does skew the resulting images in some ways, such as perspective 
compensation and noise, its software alone can reduce errors substantially.  However, one 
unit can be prohibitively expensive; the "Zeutschel 12000C OverheadColor scanners and 
Omniscan software" costs around $60,000 per unit, making it unavailable to lower-
budget institutions, therefore making those institutions more likely to have a higher error 
count (Chapman and Leonard 2013, p. 411). Even with this advanced technology, 
mistakes are still made, and manual quality control is performed on all scans. 
Furthermore, being that it is still a scanner, albeit an expensive one, it still flattens and 
distorts the image and prevents much of the materiality of the original artifact to be lost. 
These issues will be discussed after performing my survey, as it is these scanners that the 
digital images used in my survey will be taken on. 
Although it is impossible to account for the entire range of users’ interests, it is 
still possible to “find flexible approaches that adapt to the needs and interests of different 
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user communities,” including new approaches to digitization that portray three-
dimensional and material aspects of records and archival artifacts (Yeo 2010, p. 110). 
 
Interacting with digital records 
While there is some research about the differences between a physical record and 
its digital surrogate, there are even fewer studies that assess the user needs versus the 
quality of image-based collections. Most research I have found discusses the benefits and 
limitations of digital surrogates from an archivist’s perspective, but not from those of the 
users. Tefko Saracevic reviewed a decade of digital library evaluation studies, amounting 
to 30 studies, only three studied image-based collections, all of which focused on 
retrieval effectiveness (2004).  
A few studies discuss the trustworthiness of digital surrogates. A record’s 
evidentiary value is of high importance to researchers, who use archival materials as 
primary sources (Brothman, 2002). Due to how manipulatable digital images are, 
authenticity is a large concern to users of digital archives. Paul Conway (2010) discusses 
how users correlate the “trustworthiness” of a digital surrogate with the trustworthiness 
and quality of the host archival institution (p. 430). Luciana Duranti and other archivists 
who contributed to the InterPARES repository placed their trust at the level of the 
individual record and its significant components, “defining integrity as a function of 
documented authenticity” and “reliable reproduction methods” (1995, p. 6). As stated 
before, however, both studies just stated were of the archivists’ perspectives, not those of 
the collection users.  
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While the previously discussed opinions come from archivists, it is important to 
understand that some users may not be aware of all the ways digital surrogates differ 
from the physical record. Some examples may be obvious, such as the binding of a book 
when only the flat pages are scanned, but some are less obvious even to experienced 
researchers, such as a slight perspective shift that changes the dimension of the displayed 
pages. It is concerning to think of what “[l]earners who are inexperienced viewers may 
not realize the ways in which the original differs from the reproduction” (Frost 2002, p. 
76). 
Unfortunately, no matter the digitization technique, there will always be some 
information lost. Even multi-spectral and three-dimensional imaging cannot include 
details that would be noticeable through touch and interaction. It is understandable that 
there is no way for a two-dimensional digital surrogate to perfectly display a three-
dimensional object, and that current digitization practices value the textual information to 
facilitate the broadest number of researchers possible while excluding material 
researchers, “we may acknowledge an obligation to keep such losses at a minimum” (Yeo 
2010, p. 108). 
 
Current comparative research 
There are many articles talking about the benefits of the physical record over the 
digital surrogate, but no direct comparative research comparing what is seen (or not seen) 
on the digitized versions. The one article that prompted this idea for a master’s paper 
thesis is Ala Rekrut’s 2014 paper that similarly asked viewers of digital records about 
their perceived materiality, and similar questions will be used in my survey. However, 
  12 
my survey will include fewer open-ended questions, and more questions with correct 
answers that will be graded for correctness. However, Rekrut’s questions about 
preference and experience will also be integrated into the qualitative section of questions.  
In 2014, Ala Rekrut performed two case studies of different fonds, composing a 
set of prompts to compare what was visible in digitized images to their physical 
counterparts one by one. She found that prompts regarding “composition, construction, 
presentation and technology” were all limited by the digital surrogates (p. 240). Image 
resolution was too low to identify writing media, cropping mistakes altered the perceived 
size and shape of the pages, and the sensory clues to the “texture, opacity, weight, and 
stiffness” of paper, therefore lending to their quality, were barely visible (Rekrut 2014, p. 
240-241). Some specific examples of problems with the digital images: 
• “An image of an envelope that shares a thumbnail folder with a 
photograph postcard and [a] list of the men depicted suggests that it 
contained the other items” (Rekrut 2014, p. 241). 
• “Images of the Perrin scrapbook cover, a map and one letter appear to 
have crooked, uneven borders suggesting that either they were cropped 
crookedly, or that Perrin and her fellow travellers purchased oddly shaped 
printed goods.” (Rekrut 2014, p. 241) 
• Papermaker watermarks are almost invisible in digitized images, 
“preventing questions such as why Canadian stationers were buying paper 
from mills in the United States” (Rekrut 2014, p. 241). 
Most of the research comparing physical and digital use of records has to do with 
user preference rather than the differing quality of the records, but still informs what 
  13 
researchers are looking for. One case study was performed by Green and Lampron 
(2017), in which they conducted interviews with students who were using the 
Emblematica Online digital image repository of illustrated symbols. They asked the 
students questions about their preference between using the online archive or going to 
view the emblems in physical records. They found that “for the most, their research 
practices were deeply rooted in print archives and special collections;” one scholar as 
quoted as saying “There’s a kind of aesthetic appeal which you can’t reproduce on the 
screen... you know it’s the contact with the books [which] is I think the reason why most 
of us got into this field” (Green and Lampron 2017, p. 766). This sentiment about the 
“magic” of the physical material is echoed by researchers in a survey to historical 
researchers (Rimmer et al. 2007, p. 1390).  Some users performed “various methods of 
comparative analysis... that engaged the visual aspects of the materials as well as the 
texts,” which means they were still studying the visual material details, even if not 
completely available to them in (Green and Lampron 2017, p. 767). As interdisciplinary 
research increases, the more capabilities the digital collections need to provide beyond a 
static view of the content, as is the current archival practice as they promote the textual 
information over the material (Green and Lampron 2017, p. 766).  
Although the sentiment has probably changed in the thirteen years of 
technological advancement since the interview was taken in 2007, Rimmer et al. did find 
that “[t]rust in digital surrogates was highlighted as an important issue,” and that it is 
perceived “shortcomings in resource quality” that deters researchers from using digital 
archives (2007, p. 1390, 1376).  While these shortcomings have been improved with 
editing software and better resolution scanners, these issues still remain, even if the 
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effects of the digitization process aren’t as obvious. This is why it is especially important 
to perform my direct comparison of digital and physical records, to gauge what users are 
expecting, and to highlight the ways in which the digital surrogate alters the perceptions 
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Research Questions 
 
My master’s paper addresses the following questions: Do researchers prefer 
images that show the material details of a record, or ones that prioritize the record’s text? 
Which digitization strategies best represent the original artifact? Current digitization 
practices obscure material details that could easily be captured under a slightly different 
process, but the workflow is only worth changing if the patrons would find it more 
helpful.  
To better understand this research in relation to the field as a whole, key terms 
that will be referenced in regard to images and their uses are defined as follows: Material 
culture is the objects that humans make, that reflect (consciously or unconsciously) “the 
beliefs of the individuals who commissioned, fabricated, purchased, or used them and, by 
extension, the beliefs of the larger society to which these individuals belonged” (Prown, 
1994). Just as important, material literacy is “the ability to decode and interpret the 
significance of the material composition and construction, and of the physical state, of a 
tangible record” (Rekrut, 2005). It is material culture and material literacy that will be 
affected in a physical record’s digital surrogate--the digital image of a record after it is 
scanned or photograph. Material details are the physical elements of a record, such as 
embossments, rips, tears, creases, and seals. 
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Methodology 
 
The purpose of this study is to identify how digital surrogates differ from the 
material artifact, what digitization processes emphasize or reduce the visibility of 
material details, and if material details are important to researchers, or if they would 
prefer an emphasis on written text. To do so, I performed a concurrent/convergent mixed 
methods study consisting of a survey that recorded both qualitative and quantitative data 
about researcher’s use of digitized collections. The survey was sent predominantly to 
academic special collections users, such as university students, faculty, and staff.  
 
Creating the Images 
My first task was to create images that were good examples of the ways in which 
digitized images could distort the material details of a record. The records were chosen 
from the UNC Special Collections for specific material features, such as creases from 
folding, rips and tears, and embossments, which are the material details that are the most 
easily distorted during digitization. To best study digital collection images, the images 
were created using the same FADGI-compliant equipment and workflow as used at the 
UNC Digital Production Center where I currently work. Current workflow procedure is 
to scan flat records on a Zeutschel OS 12000 A1, an overhead scanner that flattens books 
and manuscripts with a glass pane. The standard imaging settings are a resolution of 
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[xxx] DPI with a RGB 16-bit color profile. The images it takes are then processed 
by the scanner’s Omniscan software, which crops and rotates the image if necessary. This
software is not always accurate, so they are then checked through quality assurance steps; 
however, I made sure that the images were correct at the time of capture to minimize 
post-processing work.  
 To compare the overhead-scanning standard, I took comparative images with my 
Google Pixel 4a phone. This was to not only to make the photographing process less 
complicated, but to show how even sub-standard equipment and proper lighting can 
produce images that highlight material details. The camera has an array of 12.2 
megapixels and a resolution of 1080p, which equates to 72 DPI. The documents were 
placed on a black background with a light source at a 45° angle to the top left corner of 
the document, as is standard in scientific object photography. This standard creates a 
consistent light source that best illustrates the dimensional details of a record. The image 
was taken above the record, parallel to the tabletop, and then edited through standard 
workflow procedures to ensure proper cropping.  
It is important to note that none of the images in this survey, photographed or 
scanned, had their details edited or enhanced through adjustments such as exposure, 
white balance, contrast, saturation, etc. The only editing done was to correct an image’s 
rotation, straightness, and cropping. 
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[Figure 1. Detail of images from Question 1.6b. The image on the left was taken with the 
Zeutschel scanner, while the image on the right was taken with the Google Pixel 4a. Full 
images from each of the questions are located in Appendix III on page 49. 
 
The following list describes how each image was taken for each question. To 
view the images, please reference the entire survey found in Appendix III on page 49. 
• Question 1.1: Image taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner that 
minimizes material details (left) versus an image taken with the Google 
Pixel 4a phone camera that emphasizes material details (right). 
• Question 1.2: Both images taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner, but 
one with a white background that makes tears visible (left) versus one with 
a black background that diminishes the tears (right). 
• Question 1.3: Both images taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner, but 
one with a black background that diminishes ink bleed-through (left) 
versus one with a white background that displays ink bleed-through 
(right). 
• Question 1.4: Both images taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner, but 
one taken with the creases running perpendicular to the light (left) versus 
one taken with the creases running parallel to the light (right). 
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• Question 1.5: Image taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner that 
minimizes material details (left) versus an image taken with the Google 
Pixel 4a phone camera that emphasizes material details (right). 
• Question 1.6a: Both images taken with the overhead Zeutschel scanner, 
with a black sheet between the sheets showing cutout details (left) versus 
one with the black sheet behind both sheets (right). 
• Question 1.6b: The same image the participant chose from question 1.6a 
versus an image of the same document taken with the Google Pixel 4a 
phone camera.  
 
Survey Format 
To begin the survey, participants were first required to agree to an informed 
consent question, recording their understanding of the research process. After consenting, 
the participants were directed to the main survey. A copy of the complete survey, 
including the informed consent question, can be found in Appendix III on page 49. 
The first set of questions had the participants view seven pairs of images of the 
same record, but taken in different digitization methodologies. Such comparisons could 
be a flatbed-scanned image versus an overhead photographed image, or two flatbed-
scanned images at different angles. The participant chose which image they found the 
most useful for research purposes, and then noted why they preferred it from a list of 
what I thought to be the most common reasons, with the option to write in their own if it 
was not given. This allowed me to record quantitative data about researcher’s preferences 
towards images that either included material details or emphasized the written text.    
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The second part of the survey focuses on the user’s demographics, digital 
collections use, and image preferences in the form of multiple choice and free-response 
questions. These qualitative responses were then coded by theme or subject to create 
quantitative frequencies from the qualitative data. Together, the two sets of questions 
collect data on researcher’s digitization preferences and create a cohesive connection 
between method and useability.  
To develop on questions already proposed in this field of study, some of the 
survey questions were adapted from two preexisting studies that also studied perceptions 
of digital and physical records: Ala Rekrut’s “Matters of substance: materiality and 
meaning in historical records and their digital images” (2014) and Green and Lampron’s 
“User Engagement with Digital Archives for Research and Teaching: A Case Study of 
Emblematica Online” (2017). Both surveys include quantitative and qualitative questions 
that will be adapted to suit the subjects of my survey. Their questions and prompts can be 
found in Appendix I on page 46. 
 
Survey Benefits and Limitations 
The survey has a wide variety of benefits for research, especially ones on a 
budget. It is designed to be a direct, simple, and cost-effective way of consistently asking 
the same questions to a wide group of participants. I was able to use Qualtrics through 
UNC, which made it easy to format the survey, send out a link to participants, and view 
survey responses.  
However, surveys also have several limitations. With every survey, there is the 
risk of non-response error, as well as a misinterpretation of the questions or answers. 
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There is also the risk of participants lying or purposefully not choosing the responses that 
match their thoughts. Surveys may also feel like “tests,” feeling lengthy and laborious to 
participants, who do not want to spend too much time on them. This was an especially 
relevant consideration, since this research was conducted during the COVID pandemic, 
when the studied sample consisted mostly of students and faculty who were working 
during a condensed semester under extreme pressures. Despite these limitations, a survey 
remained the most consistent and cheapest way to administer similar questions, and was 
sent out to a broad number of participants.  
 
Positionality 
My interest in objects and materiality comes from my artistic teaching and 
practice. I have a Bachelor’s Degree of Fine Arts from the University of Florida, and 
focused on printmaking and book arts. During these processes, I was made acutely aware 
of how the materials and forms I chose for my works influenced their meaning. My 
interest in books-as-objects and material connotations guided me to work at special 
collections, which I have worked in since my undergraduate degree.  
The idea for this study came from my current job’s work at the UNC-Chapel Hill 
Digital Production Center in Wilson Library, where I digitize special collections’ archival 
records and manuscripts for patrons and researchers. While digitizing records for patrons, 
I noticed how the methodologies specifically flattened and reduced surface details in 
order to emphasize the written text of the record. Given my knowledge of material 
historiography, I was prompted to find out if other researchers were as interested in the 
material details of a record if I was.  
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I do admit that my work experiences and artistic practices biases me towards 
preferring the material records. To combat any bias that may come through the survey, I 
made sure to check each question and answers’ wording for any preferential implications. 
I knew that, while I preferred to see more material details, other researchers may already 
understand these limitations and are just looking for legible textual content.  
However, despite these biases, I think that the quantitative comparison between 
the two is an important, numbers-based evidence for how much more different the digital 
image is, and if it even matters to users. Throughout the study, my role as the researcher 
will be to evaluate the completed surveys for accuracy and then to perform a content 
analysis on the qualitative data to look for trends in the attitudes toward digital/physical 
representations, in a format that will hopefully reduce my bias. 
 
Sample/ Research Participants 
This study will focus on the most available users of the UNC Special Collections 
records, which is a population of academic researchers in the form of independent, 
student, and professional patrons. The sampling unit would be the individual user of the 
archives. I chose this specific population because of their stake in and familiarity with 
archival research, and would most likely be affected by the results of the study. There is 
the opportunity for further research by sampling a non-academic community, but is too 
broad of a scope for this master’s paper. 
A recruitment email was first sent out to UNC faculty and students of the Library 
Science, English, History, and Art and Art History departments through their respective 
listservs. When participation from these groups began to wane before I reached my 
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desired number of 50 responses, I posted the same recruitment letter on the Archivist’s 
Think Tank Facebook group, and received the remainder I needed. A copy of the 
recruitment letter is available in Appendix II on page 48. 
The benefit of this population is their direct relationship to the archives as their 
users. Researchers and patrons are the prime users of archival materials, so studying their 
needs is imperative for archives to properly offer the services that their users require. 
This population can also be generalizable and applicable to other academic special 
collections and archives.  
An academic research pool also comes with limitations that could affect survey 
participation and results.  The population studied will most likely have other work and 
responsibilities outside of the survey, and may view the study as an unnecessary task.  
They also might have become self-conscious if they perceived that there was a “correct” 
answer, and may have adjusted their answers depending on what they wanted the 
researcher to find. Other limitations to this sample population revolve around the context 
of the academic institution. The sample population is of academics, some of whom may 
have already been familiar with the ways that digital images limit the physical details of 
the document. However, even if they were aware of a digital image’s limitations, it would 
take knowing the physical record to influence their answers, which was near impossible 
given the huge range of possible materials.   
The COVID-19 pandemic also posed numerous limitations upon the population 
and the study’s results. The Special Collections library was closed to the public 
throughout the duration of this study, so I was unable to ask library patrons to take the 
survey directly, or compare their interpretations of digital surrogates to physical records. 
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The COVID pandemic will also affected the degree of participation, the perceived “cost” 
of taking the survey, and a different demographic of responses than might result during a 
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Data Analysis  
 
Each of the 46 participants viewed seven questions comparing two images, one 
that had less obvious material details (such as folds and creases), and one that retained 
material details. Participants were then asked to choose which image they preferred based 
on traits such as material visibility, legibility of handwriting, and color accuracy. Because 
some participants did not respond to all questions and left some blank, the results are 
interpreted in terms of the total number of responses, rather than the total number of 
participants. 
Quantitative data was formed through the tallying of responses. Each image per 
pair was either considered a “material” image if it showed more physical details of a 
record than its “flatter” counterpart. Using these distinctions, I tallied the number of times 
a material image versus a flattened image was chosen, both per question and the survey 
as a whole. The number of times a reason was chosen for preferring an image was also 
tallied, both per question, per image type, and per the entire survey. These raw numbers 
were then used in conjunction with free-response answers and the answers to the second 
half of the survey in order to inform the results.  
 
Coding Methodology 
After all the survey responses were recorded, I coded the images and responses. 
Each pair of images contained one that was more “dimensional” and one that was 
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“flattened,” and were coded as such. “Dimensional” images were ones that were 
taken in ways that would heighten the appearance of the material details of a record, such 
as tears and folds. “Flattened” images were ones that reduced the appearance of material 
details, prioritizing the written information.  
For each question, I recorded how many times an image was chosen and how 
many times a preference was chosen. The participant could choose as many reasons as 
they thought fit, with a fill-in-the-blank option which was then coded either “positive” or 
“negative” towards material details. For all questions, I also noted how many participants 
left the entire question blank, and was sure to interpret the results in terms of the total 
number of responses, rather than the total number of participants.  
The second part of the survey, which regarded more generalized questions about 
the participant’s frequency and reasons for using digital collections, had two question 
formats: multiple choice and free response. The multiple-choice questions were analyzed 
in terms of how frequently each response was chosen, just as they were in the first part. 
Similarly, the free response questions about the benefits and problems with using digital 
collections were coded, but were coded into themes such as “accessibility,” “poor image 
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Results 
 
In the month that the survey was open, 46 useable submissions were gathered. Of 
the 46 participants, the majority of participants were post-graduate or graduate students 
(22/46 participants). Figure 2 shows the breakdown of the participants’ demographics.  
 
 
Figure 2. From a total of 42 responses to question 2.1. 
 
Images that showed material details were overwhelmingly preferred, chosen a 
total of 205 times, while flatter images were chosen a total of 107 times (Figure 3).  The 
most frequently-chosen reasons for preferring either material or flattened images was 
both “legibility of handwriting” (chosen 172 times) and “visibility of material details” 
(chosen 140 times). The top two predominant responses as to why participants preferred 
material images was “legibility of handwriting” (chosen 119 times) and “visibility of 
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frequently said that they did so because of “legibility of handwriting” (chosen 53 
times), with “more accurate colors” being the second-most frequent reason (38 times).  
 
 
Figure 3. From a total of 46 responses across the seven pairs of images. 
 
 
The most interesting responses to a comparison question were in regard to 
Question 1.4, in which participants were asked to choose between two slightly different 
image scans (Figure 4). The “material” choice was an image taken with the folds of the 
document running perpendicular to the overhead light, creating raised highlights and 
making the creases more visible. The “flatter” choice was an image taken with the 
document turned so that the creases ran parallel to the overhead light, minimizing the 
appearance of the creases. Of the 42 responses to this question, 25 chose the 
“dimensional” image and 17 chose the “flat” image; however, four participants described 
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the creases is emphasized in the perpendicular image. When physically interacting with 
the record, the creases were deep and noticeable, and the perpendicular image is actually 
more representative of the physical record. In both images, the text is legible, which is 
confirmed by the results across all preference questions as being the most desired element 
of a digitized record (Figure 3). Due to this, I believe that the three participants were 




Another interesting result was from question 1.7, in which three participants, all 
academic/research librarians, wrote that both of the displayed images had different 
merits, and both were important for research. The choice was between two scanned 
images of a letter, one with black paper between the first page and the second, versus one 
with the black paper behind both pages (Figure 5). Including the black paper between the 
sheets reveals the delicate embossed cutout decoration as well as the removal of the 
letter’s recipient. Standard DPC digitization workflow dictates that the black paper 
Figure 4. Detail of the flatbed scans that participants described as looking “the same” 
despite differences in the creased portions. The image on the left was taken with the 
creases running perpendicular to the overhead light; the image on the right was taken 
with the creases parallel to the overhead light. 
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should be behind both pages, but doing so removes almost all of the decoration’s details. 
One participant, an independent researcher agrees with this standardization, contrary to 
the others that deemed both images as important, and wrote  
“The digital editor’s work [perhaps better described as ‘presence,’ as none of the 
images are edited] is much too visible in A. If I were a researcher who used A to 
conduct research, I would be extremely disappointed to find that B was the actual 
document, even if the text is the same. It is possible to surmise more information 
about the writer.” 
 
When interacting with the document in person, the delicate nature of the paper meant that 
the two pages turned together, giving it the illusion of being one leaf. Therefore, the 
image on the right, with the black paper behind the complete record, is both more 
accurate to the physical version of the record and represented as standard DPC 
methodology. However, due to the stark difference in both representations, I agree with 
the participants who said that both views are necessary. The cut-out portions describing 
who the letter was addressed to, and how the writer addressed themselves in relation to 
the recipient in the signature, are important clues to the relationship between the two, and 
should be noticeable to the researcher.  
 
Figure 5. Details of two very different imaging methodologies of the same record, 
both of which were deemed important for research purposes. 
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About half of the participants used digital collections more than four times a 
month (Figure 6). Almost all of the participants chose that they used digital collections to 
view items not readily available to them (Figure 7).   
 
Figure 6. From 46 responses to question 2.2. 
 
 
Figure 7. From 46 responses to question 2.3. Additional free-response answers were: to 
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The resulting answers to the benefits of using digital collections echoed the results 
of question 2.3 (Figure 8). Viewing otherwise unavailable material is both researchers’ 
main reason for using digital collections as well as the most predominant benefit (41 
responses). This was emphasized even further by the COVID-19 pandemic, which was 
mentioned specifically in five responses. The other benefits were mentioned at least four 
times less than accessibility, mentioned between 9-3 times. This staggering difference 
emphasizes the need for more digitized collections as a whole, even while setting aside 
the question of methodology and standardization.  
 
 
Figure 8. From 42 responses to question 2.4. 
 
  
 As for difficulties with using digital collections, the responses were quite evenly 
distributed across reasons regarding image qualities, with some fewer concerns about 
metadata and searching (Figure 9). The main difficulties of using digitized images were 
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available digitally, poor image quality, and illegibility of handwriting. The lesser 
concerns were a lack of metadata or context about the record and being unable to search 
within the document. To better understand what would assist researchers, question 2.7 
asked about possible additional features that could mitigate some of the aforementioned 
difficulties. Participants responded relatively evenly across all choices, desiring images of 
binding, a color bar and ruler, and metadata descriptions of wear, with a ruler as the 
majority response by a small margin (Figure 10).  
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Figure 10. From 40 responses to question 2.7. 
 
  
 Ultimately, material details are important enough to researchers to include 
whenever possible. Twenty-seven participants, over half of the total respondents, said 
that material details were at least “moderately important” to their research, while 19 said 
they were “slightly” or “not at all” important (Figure 11). Regardless of the importance 
rating, a staggering 40 participants of the 46 want material details included during 
digitization (Figure 12). The overwhelming majority of 38 participants would like 
material details to be included as long as the written text remains legible. This is a “best 
of both worlds” situation, as legibility of handwriting is the predominant reason across all 
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Figure 11. From 40 responses to question 2.6. 
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Impact 
 
The most direct stakeholders of this study are the Special Collections and the 
Digital Production Center at UNC-Chapel Hill, as it is their workflow and academic 
population that I have studied. However, these results also impact any institution’s 
digitization workflow. Some possible changes do not even need to be drastic, for material 
details can still be captured well using the same equipment, just in different way, such as 
turning the document so that creases are perpendicular to an overhead light.  
 The survey shows that at least half of the participants would prefer a color bar, 
ruler, and additional views of a record to properly understand its dimensionality. This 
may result in a change of procedures and workflow, depending on how the institution’s 
ability to change their workflow. While digitization standards across all institutions is 
hard to implement, due to varying budgets and patron needs, the results of this study do 
point towards ways in which even low-budget digitization can be done in a way that 
better suits researchers.  
There are plenty of resources available to smaller institutions, or ones on a limited 
budget, that wish to get into digitization. FADGI specifications are readily available that 
describe the proper file formats and technical specifications for digitizing material. To 
help institutions plan their budget for a digitization project accordingly, Bia et. al (2010) 
has developed a Digitization Cost Model (DiCoMo) that can be used to create a time-and-
cost estimate for digital content in general, which institutions can use before starting 
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long-term digitization projects to ensure that they do not start a project that they 
cannot finish.  
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Conclusions 
 
The results show that users of digital archives are interested in seeing the material 
details of records, as long as the text remains legible. Images that showed more material 
details of a record, such as embossments, creases, and tears, were chosen almost twice as 
much as those that did not. Regardless of what representation was preferred, both 
“legibility of handwriting” and “visibility of material details” were the two predominant 
reasons for participants’ preference. This study shows that only digitizing records for 
their textual content is a misconception, and users would like to see more material details 
when possible.  
All digitization methods will distort the physical details in some way, but it is 
important for the archive to make users aware of these distortions through metadata and 
notes. If possible, users would prefer other imaging tools such as a color bar and ruler 
that are most commonly used during high-resolution photography. Some suggestions that 
Ala Rekrut provides to enhance the representation of material details are to ensure that 
resolution is at least good enough to match the naked eye; show the whole page, front and 
back, and include any layers; “alterations, deformations, and damages should not be 
hidden” (2014, p. 245). It is necessary to find flexible approaches that can help all user 
groups when possible, especially if it is as easy as adding a ruler to show scale.  
Luckily, capturing material details can be done easily and inexpensively using the 
same equipment, just in a different way, such as rotating a document so that the light 
source is sat an angle to emphasize creases or embossments. This method of imaging is 
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actually quite similar to three-dimensional artifact photography. Even a tripod, a point-
and-click camera, and a lamp for lighting should be manageable equipment for any 
institution desiring to digitize content.  
Perhaps, in the future, when technology has progressed enough that three-
dimensional surrogates are easy to produce, archives will finally have a way for users to 
interact with a more faithful digital surrogate of archival materials. Interactive three-
dimensional meshes of warped archival materials have already been developed by Pal et 
al. (2013), which allows users to manipulate a 3D scan of a warped record, flatten it 
digitally, and read otherwise hidden text.  
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Limitations 
 
One of the main limitations of this study is in the fact that all of the images used 
were of flat, one-page records. When digitizing bound materials on a Zeutschel flatbed, 
the setup can often vary from leaf to leaf depending on the binding, and can create 
radically different images from spread to spread. This also leads to conservation issues 
that arise when bound materials are pressed under the Zeutschel’s glass pane. Flat records 
were easier to image and would not detract from the imaging method’s strengths and 
weaknesses. For similar media-related reasons, this study did not include artworks or 
photographs, either printed or from film. These types of media do possess important 
material details, but are outside the scope of this study, and would make for a good future 
iteration of the survey.   
This study also has several necessary delimitations. The study focused on the 
material details of paper records, from single sheet documents to bound 
books/manuscripts; it did not cover artworks, photographs, film negatives, audio 
recordings, or motion pictures. The study is also limited in the fact that there was no user 
interface for the participants to manipulate the images the same way that they might be 
able to in some digital collections.  
The study also did not include participants from outside of the academic sphere. 
The survey specifically questioned participants about the research value of the images, 
and researchers have a different set of needs and expectations than the general public. 
However, another study questioning a broader population outside of academic libraries 
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could be another future iteration of this study. I have provided the complete survey in 
Appendix III on page 49 for other researchers can use for their own user populations, and 
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Appendix I. Survey Question Reference Material 
 
These are the questions and prompts that will be adapted for my own survey. 
They are taken from two previous studies, and are grouped as such. These are quotes 
directly pulled from the literature, and have not yet been adjusted into the questions that I 
will be posing in my own version of the survey.  
From Ala Rekrut (2014) Matters Of Substance: Materiality And Meaning In 
Historical Records And Their Digital Images:  
“A form with the following prompts is used to record the students ’ observations: 
record examined; material composition (what is it made of, describe some 
physical qualities – colour, texture, opacity and so on); technology related to 
materials and/or construction (what tools were/are used in creation); signs of 
damage or deterioration (colour change, dirt and so on); thoughts on when or why 
it occurred;  signs of changes made (annotations, erasures and so on); thoughts on 
when or why they were made.” (p. 239-240) 
 
“To address [digitization] issues, the following are suggested as additional 
prompts for digital representations of analogue records: Completeness – how do 
you know what has been left out (items or components of a presentation such as 
mats and frames)? Navigation – how do you move between images and find 
specific items? Physical arrangement – how do you know how the images fit 
together (fronts and backs of pages, facing pages)? A final prompt is proposed to 
capture unforeseen circumstances and to provide another way of thinking about 
the limitations of working with digital images:  What would you do if you could 
handle the original?” (p. 243) 
 
The following prompts are from Green and Lampron (2017). User Engagement with 
Digital Archives for Research and Teaching: A Case Study of Emblematica Online. The 
original questions were specifically about the Emblematica Online digital archives, which 
I have replaced to avoid confusion.  
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“Interview Questionnaire 
1. What is your position and research area? 
2. How have you used digital content in your research, if at all? 
3. What is your level of familiarity with [the digital archives]?  
4. If you have used [the digital archives] before, please describe your 
 experience with it. 
5. If you have not used [the digital archives] before, please explain why? 
6. What are or could be the general benefits of using a digital resource such 
 as [the digital archives]?  
7. What are or could be the challenges of using a digital resource such as [the 
 digital archives]? 
8. How might you use [the digital archives] in your teaching? 
9. How might your students make use of the content and functionalities in 
 [the digital archives]?  
10. What functionalities are most needed for you and/or your students to 
 work effectively with [the digital archives]? They can be functionalities 
 that exist in the portal now, and should be continually developed; or new 
 functionalities and services to add.” (p. 773) 
 
“User Testing Interview Questionnaires (Pretest) 
1. What is your position and department(s)? 
2. Please describe your research area and interests. 
3. Why were you interested in participating in this testing session? 
 
Post-Test 
4. How have you used digital content generally in your research, if at all? 
5. What types of functionalities, tools, and services would make digital 
 collections maximally useful for your research? 
6. What were your first impressions of the Emblematica Online website? 
7. What were the primary challenges of using the Emblematica Online 
 portal? 
8. What do you see as the potential strengths of the resources provided by 
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Appendix II: Recruitment Script 
 
Subject: Survey About Using Digitized Records 
  
Good afternoon!  
  
My name is Megan Kean, and I am a Library Sciences Master's student here at 
UNC. I am conducting an anonymous survey about imaging methodologies for digitizing 
archival records. The aim is to better understand what researchers like yourself are 
looking for in digital images! 
  
If you view digitized archival materials, such as scanned manuscripts and 
letters, for research purposes, please consider taking this 10-15 minute survey that 
compares imaging methodologies. 
  
To participate, you must be 18 years or older. Participation is completely 
voluntary, and you may stop at any time. The survey is completely anonymous, and no 
identifying information will be taken. The results will be reported for the group of 
respondents as a whole. 
  
[Survey Link] 
*Note: the survey contains images that are best viewed on a desktop computer. 
  
The survey will remain open until March 19, 2021.  
  
Please contact me if you have any questions.  
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Appendix III: Survey  
 




Informed Consent University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill  
Research Information Sheet  
 
IRB Study #: 319246  
Principal Investigator: Megan Kean  
 
The purpose of this research study is to see how the digital images of scanned archival 
records differ from its physical counterpart, and how those changes affect the historical 
informational value of the record. You are being asked to take part in a research study 
because you use digitized archival materials for research purposes.  
 
Being in a research study is completely voluntary. You can choose not to be in this 
research study. You can also say yes now and change your mind later.  
 
If you agree to take part in this research, you will participate in a survey that consists of 
viewing digital images choosing which image is most helpful to your research. After 
answering questions about these examples, you will then answer questions about the 
viewing experience and preferences. Your participation in this study will take about 10 
minutes. We expect that at least 50 people will take part in this research study.  
 
You can choose not to answer any question you do not wish to answer. You can also 
choose to stop taking the survey at any time. You must be at least 18 years old to 
participate. If you are younger than 18 years old, please stop now.  
 
The possible risks to you in taking part in this research are:  
 A potential loss of confidentiality  
 Feeling uncomfortable while answering questions  
 
There are no perceived direct benefits to participants who take part in this study. To 
protect your identity as a research subject, no identifiable information will be recorded 
throughout the survey. The data will not be stored with your name, and the researcher 
will not share your information with anyone. In any publication about this research, your 
name or other private information will not be used. The results may be shared with my 
thesis advisor and will likely be published in the Carolina Data Repository, but all results 
will preserve anonymity.  
 
If you are a member of the UNC community, not participating will not effect your 
relationship with UNC.  
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If you have any questions about this research, please contact the Investigator named at 
the top of this form by calling 321-986- 9628 or emailing mkean@live.unc.edu. If you 
have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the 
UNC Institutional Review Board at 919-966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu. 
 
 I understand the above information and consent to taking the survey. 
 
Part 1: Image Questions 
 
The first half of this survey consists of choosing your preferred image from a pair of 
digitization formats. There are five questions of this type.  
 
Do not view the records for their written content; instead, focus on the differences 
between background color, tear and crease visibility, and other material details.  
 
Please note that the images are best viewed on a larger screen rather than on mobile, if 




Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
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Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 




Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
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 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 




Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
 Other: ______________________________________ 
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Question 1.4 
 
Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
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Question 1.5 
 
Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
 Other: ______________________________________ 
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Question 1.6 
 
Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
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Question 1.7a [appears if participant preferred Image B for Question 1.6] 
 
Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
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Question 1.7b [appears if participant preferred Image B for Question 1.6] 
 
Please view the two images below and answer the following the questions. 
 
Image A: Image B: 
  
 
Which image seems better suited for research purposes? 
 
 Image A 
 Image B 
 
Why do you prefer that image over the other? Choose all that apply. 
 
 Legibility of handwriting 
 Visibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Invisibility of dimensional features (ex: creases, embossments) 
 Clearer paper qualities (ex: texture, thickness) 
 Colors seem more accurate 
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Part II: Preference Questions 
 





Which best describes your academic affiliation? 
 
 Undergraduate student 
 Post-/Graduate student 
 University professor 
 Academic or Special Collections librarian 




How often do you view digitized archival records in a typical month? 
 
 Rarely, less than once a month 
 Often, roughly 1-3 times a month 




How have you used digitized archival content in your research? Choose all that apply. 
 
 To view collections/ records otherwise unavailable to you  
 To zoom in and better view a document's content  
 To save relevant images to a personal computer  
 To share images with others during collaborative projects  
 To save and alter images for creative work 
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Question 2.6 
 
How important are a record's material details (such as paper size and weight, writing 
medium, tears and creases, etc.) to your research needs? 
 
 Extremely important 
 Very important 
 Moderately important 
 Slightly important 




Would any of these additional features be relevant for your research? Choose all that 
apply. 
 
 A photographic color bar for white balance  
 A ruler to show the scale of each document  
 Metadata descriptions of wear  




Digitization methods sometimes change the appearance of certain characteristics, making 
the digital image slightly unfaithful to the physical record. Would you prefer images that 
better represent the physical object as it would be perceived in person? 
 
 Yes, even if portions of the text are illegible  
 Maybe, as long as the text remains legible  
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Appendix IV: Survey Part I Raw Data 
 
Key Material Flattened Total 
1: Legibility of handwriting 119 53 172 
2: Visibility of dimensional features 117 23 140 
3: Invisibility of dimensional features 13 30 43 
4: Clearer paper qualities 71 23 94 
5: Colors seem more accurate 43 38 81 
6: Free response 20 16 36 
Material visible (Material) 205  Total 
Material invisible (Flattened)  107 Total 
 
1.1 Image A Image B 1.2 Image A Image B 1.3 Image A Image B 
Total 19 27  25 20  24 22 
1 14 19  7 6  12 13 
2 4 19  20 3  5 7 
3 7 2  1 6  4 2 
4 6 6  9 5  4 6 
5 13 5  4 4  5 8 
 Positive Negative  Positive Negative  Positive Negative 
6 (9) 4 5  6 4  2 3 
Blank 0  0  0 
 
1.4 Image A Image B 1.5 Image A Image B 1.6 Image A Image B 
Total 25 17  41 5  8 36 
1 12 11  39 2  4 10 
2 14 0  13 2  6 30 
3 2 10  3 0  3 0 
4 3 0  13 2  1 20 
5 4 1  12 4  1 5 
 Positive Negative  Positive Negative  Positive Negative 
6 (9) 1 1     3 1 
Blank 3  1  2 
 
1.7a Image A Image B 1.7b Image A Image B 
Total 1 7  13 22 
1 1 4  3 15 
2 0 6  3 8 
3 0 1  0 2 
4 0 5  5 9 
5 1 1  9 4 
 Positive Negative  Positive Negative 
6 (9) 0 0  4 2 
Blank 0  1  
 
